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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



Content of Specification 



1 . (a) Title of the Invention : See 37 CFR 1 .72(a) and MPEP § 606. The title of 
the invention should be placed at the top of the first page of the specification 
unless the title is provided in an application data shet. The title of the invention 
should be brief but technically accurate and descriptive, preferably from two to 
seven words may not contain more than 500 characters. 

2. The title of the invention is too long. A suggested title is given below: 

APPARATUS AND METHOD FOR MONITORING A CALL FORWARDED TO A 
NETWORK-BASED VOICE MAIL SYSTEM 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 



4. Claims 1,6, 9-12, 13, 14-15,18, 22, 25, 30, 34-37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Gardell et al [US 6,011,896]. 

Regarding Claim 1 , Gardell et al teaches a real-time voice mail monitoring and 
call control system over the internet shown in Fig. 2 [col. 2, lines 17-39] that monitors a 
call forwarded to a network-based voice mail system (VMS) [col. 9, lines 55-58; col. 10, 
lines 25-27], comprising : 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



States. 
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a local exchange carrier (LEC) switch 80 ( or a central office) connected to 
customer premises equipment (CPE) 110 and to the VMS terminal 150 via gateway 70; 
the LEC switch 80 operative to receive a call from a calling party 100 to a called party 
1 10, forward the call to the VMS 150 via the gateway 70, wherein the gateway 70 
receives a call alerting signal (11) (which is a call monitoring provisional signal ) from 
the VMS , and then transmits this information using a call alerting signal (12) ( which is 
also a call monitoring provisional signal) to the LEC switch 80. After receiving this 
alerting signal (12), the LEC switch 80 sends a call monitoring alert (13) to the CPE 110, 
wherein the VMS 1 50 is operative to send the call monitoring provisional signal to the 
LIE switch 80 [Abstract; Figs. 2, 3A, 3B; col. 4, line 8 to col. 5, line 26]. 

Claim 13 is essentially similar to Claim 1 except for receiving an intercept tone 
from a called party's telephone. Gardell et al teaches a voice mail intercept service 
terminal (VMIST) 340 for receiving an intercept tone from the customer's telephone 310; 
and causing the called party to be connected to a calling party [col. 7, lines 9-33]. 

Claim 18 is essentially similar to Claim 1 and is rejected for the reasons stated 
above apropos of Claim 1 . 

Claim 30 is essentially similar to Claim 1 except for a speaker assembly, wherein 
the speaker assembly for monitoring a call is an inherent feature of a telephone 
answering system. For example, Manicone [US 5,748,718] shows a telephone 
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monitoring system having a speaker which is connected to audibly monitor a call on a 
telephone line [col. 4, lines 47-65]. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 9, the limitations are shown above. 

Regarding Claims 10, 12, 22, 25, 34, 36-37, see Figs. 6A and 6B. 

Regarding Claim 1 1 , Gardell et al teaches generating DTMF signal by pressing 
keys used for generating intercept signals and other commands [col. 5, lines 57-63]. 

Claims 17, 24, 35 essentially similar to Claim 1 1 and are rejected for the reasons 
stated above apropos of Claim 1 1 . 

Regarding Claim 14, Gardell et al teaches prompting the subscriber at the 
telephone device 210 to enter a password, and authenticate the password [col. 5, line 
50 to col. 6, line 22]. 

Claim 38 is essentially similar to Claim 14 and is rejected for the reasons stated 
above apropos of Claim 14. 

Regarding Claim 15, the voice mail code (i.e. password) is transmitted , e.g. , as 
DTMF signals [col. 5, lines 57-63]. 
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5. Claims 13-17, 18-25, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Rogers et al [US 5,946,386], 

Regarding Claim 13, Rogers et al teaches a method for monitoring a call 
forwarded to a network-based voice mail system (VMS) 606 using a Call Management 
System shown in Fig. 1, comprising sending a call to the VMS [col. 13, lines 40-44; 
Abstract]; receiving a message about the forwarded call [col. 27, line 61 to col. 28, line 
7; col. 28, lines 55-67]; sending a call monitoring alert message [col. 29, lines 1 — 28]; 
and intercepting a telephone call [col. 44, line 28 to col. 45, line 62; col. 1, line 63 to col. 
2, Iine3; Fig. 1; col. 6, lines 46-62; col. 13, lines 40-44]. 

Claim 18 is essentially similar to Claim 13, and is rejected for the reasons stated 

above. 

Claim 30 is essentially similar to Claim 1 3 except for a speaker assembly, 
wherein the speaker assembly is an inherent feature of a telephone call monitoring 
system. 

Regarding Claim 14, Rogers et al teaches identifying a called a party 111 or 1 13 
through the digits entered (i.e. code), through voice recognition or otherwise [col. 11, 
lines 21-43]. 
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Regarding Claim 16, when a user receives a new voice-mail message, the Call 
Management System is notified [col. 28, lines 55-67]. 

Regarding Claim 17, a call management computer intercepts a telephone call 
wherein the incoming call type signal having specified DTMF is also determined [col. 6, 
lines 55-59; col. 1 1 , lines 44-50]. 

Claim 24 is essentially similar to Claim 17 and is rejected for the reasons stated 
above apropos of Claim 17. 

Regarding Claims 31-32, Rogers et al generating a distinctive ringing sound to 
alert a user [col. 3, lines 53-65]. 

Claim 21 is essentially similar to Claim 32 and is rejected for the reasons stated 

above. 

6. (e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Muller [US 6,295,341 B1]. 
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Regarding Claim 26, Muller teaches a method for monitoring a call forwarded to 
network-based voice mail system (VMS) 6 shown in Fig. 1, comprising : receiving a call 
forwarded to a voice mailbox associated with a called party number from a local service 
provider 4 (local switch is not shown); and playing a greeting for the caller while 
monitoring is in process [col. 2, lines 46-65; col. 4, lines 1-25; col. 6, line 61 to col. 7, 
line 3; col. 7, lines 41-53]. 

Regarding Claim 27, Muller teaches using a voice mail code to access a mail 
box 12 [col. 2, lines 25-45; col. 3, line 40 to col. 4, line 3; col. 4, lines 50-59]. 

Regarding Claim 28, Muller uses a number of keys to enter a PIN code to access 
a mail box 12 [Fig. 2; col. 1, line 66 to col. 2, line 9; col. 7, lines 54-60]. This inherently 
transmits the code using a DTMF signal. 

Regarding Claim 29, Muller teaches that the remote answering device 2 send a 
few bits of data to the network-based voice-mail system 6 via local service provider 4, 
as shown in Fig. 1 , before disconnecting the line [col. 7, lines 34-37]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 2-5, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gardell et al as applied to Claims 1 and 18 above, and further, in view of Muller [US 
6,295,341 B1]. 

Regarding Claim 2, Gardell et al does not teach expressly sending a call 
monitoring signal to the CO after the calling party terminates the line. 

Muller teaches that the remote answering device 2 send a few bits of data to the 
network-based voice-mail system 6 via local service provider 4, as shown in Fig. 1, 
before disconnecting the line [col. 7, lines 34-37]. 

Gardell et al and Muller are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz. , telephone call monitoring system. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply the method of sending a call monitoring signal to the VMS via 
the CO at the end of the call recording of Muller to the Garden's system in order to 
close the process with the VMS. 
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Claim 23 is essentially similar to Claim 2. 

Regarding Claims 3-4, Muller teaches that the VMS play a voice mail greeting 
[Abstract; col. 6, line 61 to col. 7, line 3; col. 7, lines 41-53]. 

Regarding Claim 5, Muller teaches a message indicator 22 [col. 4, lines 39-65]. 

10. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rogers 
et al as applied to Claim 30 above, and further, in view of Manicome [US 5,748,718]. 

Regarding Claim 33, Rogers et al does not teach alerting a user using a visual 
indicator. 

Manicone teaches applying a speaker and display (i.e. visual) monitor which is 
connected to audibly and visually monitor signals on the telephone line in the premises 
when the manually actuatable switch is actuated [col. 4, lines 47-65; col. 2, line 59 to 
col. 3, line 18]. 

Rogers et al and Manicone are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz. , telephone monitoring system. 
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At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply the visual indicator of Manicone to the Rogers' call monitoring 
system to provide detection and visual indication of incoming telephone calls [manicone; 
col. 1, lines 14-21]. 

1 1 . Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gardell et 
al as applied to Claim 6 above, and further, in view of Manicome [US 5,748,718]. 

Regarding Claim 8, Rogers et al does not teach alerting a user using a visual 
indicator. 

Manicone teaches applying a speaker and display (i.e. visual) monitor which is 
connected to audibly and visually monitor signals on the telephone line in the premises 
when the manually actuatable switch is actuated [col. 4, lines 47-65; col. 2, line 59 to 
col. 3, line 18]. 

Gardell et al and Manicone are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz. , telephone monitoring system. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply the visual indicator of Manicone to the Gardens call monitoring 
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system to provide detection and visual indication of incoming telephone calls [manicone; 
col. 1, lines 14-21]. 

12. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gardell et 
al as applied to Claim 6 above, and further, in view of Rogers et al [US 5,946,386], 

Regarding Claim 7, Gardell et al does not teach that each CPE generate a 
distinctive sound. 

Rogers et al generating a distinctive ringing sound to alert a user [col. 3, lines 53- 

65]. 

Gardell et al and Rogers et al are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz. , telephone call monitoring system. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply the distinctive sound generation of Rogers et al to the Garden's 
call monitoring system to alert a particular user [Rogers et al; col. 3, lines 61-63]. 

13. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gardell et al as applied to Claim 18 above, and further, in view of Muller [US 
6,295,341 B1]. 
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Regarding Claims 19-20, Gardell et al does not teach generating a greeting 

sound. 

Muller teaches playing a greeting sound for the caller while monitoring is in 
process [col. 2, lines 46-65; col. 4, lines 1-25; col. 6, line 61 to col. 7, line 3; col. 7, lines 
41-53]. 

Gardell et al and Muller are analogous art because they are from a similar 
problem solving area, viz. , telephone call monitoring system. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to apply the technique of a greeting by Muller to the Garden's call 
monitoring system to alert a particular user. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

(i) Howe et al[US 5,471,519], see Fig. 1; 

(ii) Mukherjee et al [US 6,449,474 B1] , see Fig. 8; and 

(iii) Tatchell et al [US 5,905,774], see Fig. 1. 



Application/Control Number: 10/026,394 



Page 13 



Art Unit: 2644 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Ramnandan Singh whose telephone number is 
(703)308-6270. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F(8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Forester Isen can be reached on (703)-305-4386. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)872-9314 
for regular communications and (703)872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)306- 
0377. 



December 2, 2003 



Dr. Ramnandan Singh 

Examiner 
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